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Mr. Scott Grace 
United States Department of Enerqy 
Rockv Flats Office 
P.O. Box 928 
Golden, CO 80402-0728 

Dear Mr. Grace: 

CJe have reviewed the document submitted entitled. "Public 
Health Risk Assessment. 881 Hillside Rrea (OUl), Technical 
Plemorandum No. 6. Exposure Scenarios. Revision 3.0". dated March 
1992. The purpose of our review was to specificallv evaluate the 
findinqs presented in Appendix 8, "Investigation and Simulation of 
Water Production Caoabilities". - L  
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The basic conclusion of this appendix is that neither the 
shallow alluvial aauifer (Rocky Flats Fllluvium) nor the underlyinq 
Arapahoe FIquifer is capable cif producing sufficient water for even 
domestic purposes. This conclusion was derived from model 
simulation runs .utilizing the USGS MODFLOW ground crater flow 
simulation package. This conclusion is applied only to the 881 
Hillside area. 

While the basic inDut parameters are given in the appendix. 
actual model setup and output were not submitted. Basically. the 
parameters selected and presented in Table 8-3 and Table 8-4 appear 
to be reasonable with the exception of the specific yield value for 
the FIrapahoe Aquifer. Based on previous work by the USGS and on 
researched funded by this office and the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board, the actual specific yield of the Arapahoe 
Aquifer ranges between 0.15 and 0.20. The simulation runs used a 
value of 0'.30. The use of  the higher value will result in more 
water being released from storage and a more rapid depletion. This 
will cause-. cells to "dry up'* more quickly than they may in 
actuality. FIlthouah w e  suggest that the model be rerun with a 
specific yield of n o  more than 0.20. we do not feel that the 
result will significantlv change the conclusion. It will change 
the length of time necessary to deplete cells. 

Based on these comments. we feel that the conclusion that 
neither aquifer is a potential source \for domestic water. supplies 
in the 881 Hillside area is valid when considering future-Jand use. 

ble would like to comment on several statements made in the 
document which are not necessarily correct and should be corrected 
prior to issuance of the final document. 



1. Paqe 8 - 5 .  Paragraph 4 -- This paraqraph states that 
domestic wells drilled to the Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer 
( 5 0 0  to 700 feet) are n@t an economicallv ‘~iable 
alternative. This is not true. It is quite cornman in 
the Denver Basin for domestic wells to be drilled to 
depths in excess of 1000 feet. Therefore. Laramie-Fox 
Hills wells for domestic uurcmses are very like1.v in the 
future dependinq on the permitted land use. 

2. 

? 

Page E-9. last paragraph -- It is stated that well yields 
listed in Table 8-5 are the maximum Dermissible pumpina 
rates. Gctuallv the rates listed for the domestic wells 
are those reported by the driller at the time the well 
was completed and actual permissible pumping rates ma\ /  be 
either 15 qpm or 25 qpm depending on the vear the we11 
w a s  permitted. It is true that the permissible rate is 
independent of the actual sustained yield. Permitted 
pumpinq rates for wells other than domestic and stock 
(permit numbers with the suffix “F”) may also be 
different than either the maximum pumoing rate o r  the 
sustained yield. 

-r 3 .  Page 8-12? first Daragrauh -- Permitted well vields.ef. 
less than 15 gpm d o  not necessarilv mean that a ye11 is 
limited to domestic or- stock use. 

4. Page B-17. last paraqraph -- It is stated that the 
bedrock dips approximatelv 1 degree. However. Page 2 
states that the dip is 2 degrees. 

We hope that these comments are helpful. Should you have any 
questions please contact m e  at (303) 866-3585. 

cc: Hal Sirnoson. Acting State Engineer 
Gary Baughman, Colorado Department of  Health, Rocky Flats Unit 
Ron Cattani. Executive Director’s Office. CDNR - _  



OU1 881 Hillside 

Technical Arguments to Exclude 
Groundwater Ingestion from the BRA 
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Draft RFI/RI-BRA evaluates the potential for ingestion 
of GW and concludes it is not viable (hypothetical 
future scenario includes inhalation of vapors). . 

Impact is that will be no remedial action objectives 
developed (FtAO's)  to remediate GW to ingestion levels. 

- RAO's less stringent 61 more achievable - No GW ingestion ARAFt limits Agency enforcement 

Basis: 

1) Followed EPA methodology (conservative) (attached 

2 )  Hillside historically low yield. 

Figure) 

a Physical feature (low conductivity and 

b French Drain/collector well performance 

C 27 of 57 wells dry (August) 

d 11 days to dry (Alluvium) @ 1.5 gpm 

e Actual yield: 0.03 to 0.05 g p m  

f State Engineers Office: "the conclusion that 

recharge) - c  

15 of 57 wells dry (April) 

67 days to dry (Sandstone) @ 1.5 gpm 

neither aquifer is a potential source for 
domestic water supplies in the 881 Hillside 
area is valid when considering future land' 
usegg (Attached letter) 

Why dispute: 

a 

b 

C 

d 

I 

Clear technical basis 

Likely to encounter similar situations on 
future Outs 

Supports no future action for GW at 881 
Hillside and possible nullify existing IRA. 
Early shutdown or reduced requirements. 

Permits program focus on more compelling 
problems 

31u 
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EXHIBIT 6-6 (continued) 

FLOW CHART FOR 
FATE AND TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 

Environmental fate and transpon assessment: soils and ground water 

Contaminant Release 
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Release l o  Soils at or 
Surrounding the Sile 

Consider Rate of Contaminant Pcrrolation Through Unsaturated 
Soils Bawd on Soil Prnneabilities, Water or Liquid Recharge Rates 

Release lo  Ground 
Water Beneath Site 

Could Contaminants Could Contaminants Is Plume Sullkiently Near 
Reach A Sutfnce Reach Any Wells Ground Surface lo Allow 

Waterbody? lacstcd Direct Uptake of Contami- 
i Downgradient? naled Ground Water by 

1 Plants or Animals? 

b Well Water Used for -. lmption or for Watering 
Linstock or Could i t  be? 
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Populatlonr 

Consider Identify 
HUMn Trnndcr d 

mmiapn& Populations 
Dirw(ly nants to Plants or Anima - to Sudaa  

Water; k s c r ~  Fate in this Medium E.& 10 
Fa& in thb well WalN 

Medium 

Consider Transfer of Conto 

Consumed by Humans: 
Aurss in thcu Med 
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